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Abstract 24 
Objective: The Common Risk Factor Approach (CRFA)  proposes that public health efforts can be 25 
improved by multiple agencies working together on a shared risk factor. This study aimed to assess 26 
the acceptability to parents, dental practice staff and commissioners of the delivery of dietary advice 27 
in the dentistry setting in order to address obesity. 28 
Design: Semi-structured focus groups with dental practice staff, and one-to-one interviews with 29 
parents of pre-school children and public health commissioners involved in an oral health 30 
promotion initiative delivering dietary advice in dental surgeries. Data were analysed using the 31 
Framework Approach.   32 
Setting: General dental practice surgeries and pre-schools in areas of high deprivation in north-east 33 
England. 34 
Subjects: Parents (n=4), dental practice staff (n=23) and one commissioner. 35 
Results: All participants found acceptable the concept of delivering public health messages in non-36 
conventional settings. Dental practice staff were concerned about the potential for conflicting 37 
messages and deprioritisation of oral health advice, and they identified practical barriers to delivery, 38 
such as lack of training. Parents were very apprehensive over the potential of such approaches to 39 
stigmatise overweight children, including bullying. Uncertainty over the causes obesity led to 40 
confusion about its solutions and the roles of public health and healthcare. 41 
Conclusions: Major concerns about the implementation of the CRFA were raised by parents and 42 
dental practice staff. Specific dietary guidance for both oral health and healthy weights, as well as 43 
further research into issues of suitability, feasibility and stigmatisation, are needed. 44 
45 
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Introduction                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      46 
 47 
The use of non-conventional settings for health promotion is currently a topic of great interest in 48 
public health. In dentistry specifically, World Health Organization policy advises the use of the 49 
Common Risk Factor Approach (CRFA), which aims to address different health problems by 50 
focusing on a shared risk factor
(1, 2)
. There have long been initiatives delivered in the dentistry 51 
setting to improve health issues other than oral health, for example the promotion of alcohol and 52 
smoking cessation to prevent cancers
(3, 4)
. More recently, attention has been paid to the relationships 53 
between oral health and the obesity related health issues of cardiovascular diseases and diabetes, 54 
which share lifestyle related risk factors, such as low physical activity and high sugar diets
(5-7)
. 55 
The case has been made in support of addressing childhood obesity in the dentistry setting
(8, 9)
. Diet 56 
is the major common risk factor between oral health and obesity, specifically diets with a high 57 
content and high frequency of non-milk extrinsic sugars
(10)
. Evidence of a direct association 58 
between obesity and dental caries, which would provide clinical justification for the delivery of 59 
obesity interventions in the dentistry setting, is mixed
(11)
. However, authors of a recent meta-60 
analysis conclude there is a small but significant positive association between child obesity and 61 
caries, when systematic and universal measures of both obesity and permanent dentitions are 62 
applied to analyses, 
(11)
. Early family based interventions are recommended because caries can 63 
develop in infancy when young teeth are most susceptible, particularly as a result of improper 64 
weaning and dietary practices; and because food preference and eating habits are also developed as 65 
early as infancy
(10, 12)
.  66 
If dentistry is to include obesity within its remit, its professional role must be reconsidered. 67 
Discussion amongst dental health professionals, primarily in the US, indicates an increasing 68 
willingness to play a stronger role in improving dental patients’ overall health, including obesity(13, 69 
14)
. However, research into views on the role that dentistry should take in terms of obesity 70 
interventions is limited. A national survey of US paediatric and general dentists found around 10% 71 
offered weight related counselling, and around half identified low patient acceptance of such 72 
services as barriers to delivery
(15)
. It is important to understand the acceptability of such 73 
interventions to all those affected by them before they are implemented and, if they are considered 74 
acceptable, ways of designing the programmes that aim to be not only effective but also sensitive 75 
and appropriate, in particular for children.  76 
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Recent public health policy in the UK recommends approaches to public health similar to the 77 
CRFA, referred to as ‘Making Every Contact Count’(16, 17). In 2012, a Primary Care Trust (PCT) in 78 
the north-east of England funded 30 dental surgeries to host a series of visits from pre-schools in 79 
order to promote oral health. Amongst these practices, oral health related dietary advice is usually 80 
provided by dentists during consultation, and dental nurses sometimes undertake community 81 
outreach to promote oral health, including the provision of dietary advice in pre-schools. This study 82 
aimed to assess the acceptability to parents, dental practice staff and commissioners of the delivery 83 
of dietary advice in the dentistry setting in order to address obesity. 84 
 85 
Methods 86 
This study formed a part of a wider study on roles and responsibilities in oral health promotion in 87 
deprived communities. The methods, including recruitment and data collection, are described in full 88 
detail elsewhere
(18)
. 89 
Study design 90 
The design was a case study of individuals involved in the PCT’s oral health promotion initiative to 91 
explore in-depth issues of acceptability.  Semi-structured focus groups were conducted with dental 92 
practice staff, and semi-structured interviews with the parents and public health commissioners. 93 
Dental practices were purposefully selected to reflect the variation in practice size, locality and level 94 
of participation in the initiative. Parents of children (aged 4-5 years) were interviewed until data 95 
reached saturation, that is to say when no new themes emerged from the data
(19)
. Conversation 96 
focused on exploring participants’ views about the initiative they were part of and the acceptability 97 
of addressing obesity in the dentistry setting. A priori concepts of the acceptability of dentistry 98 
addressing obesity were used to guide the discussions, which are presented in Table 1. Discussions 99 
lasted between 60 and 90 minutes.  100 
Analysis 101 
Professional transcriptions were made of the audio recordings of interviews and focus groups. 102 
Transcripts were anonymised and imported into the Nvivo 9 software package. Data were analysed 103 
using a descriptive Framework Approach
(20)
. This approach was developed for applied policy 104 
research, and allows for the exploration of a priori concepts and for new themes to emerge. 105 
Transcripts were read and reread to gain familiarity with the subject. Initial themes were identified 106 
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and used to create the coding framework, which was then applied iteratively to all transcripts until 107 
the final themes surfaced.   108 
Ethical concerns 109 
This study was conducted according to the guidelines laid down in the Declaration of Helsinki and 110 
all procedures involving human participants were approved by the School of Medicine, Pharmacy 111 
and Health’s ethics sub-committee at Durham University, and the NHS National Research Ethics 112 
Service Committee North East. Informed written consent was obtained from all adult participants; 113 
informed verbal assent was obtained from all child participants. 114 
Results 115 
 116 
Participation 117 
Five practices took part in the study. The postcode for each practice was used to calculate the Index 118 
of Multiple Deprivation, a measure of socio-economic status
(21)
.  The average decile for practices 119 
was 7, which indicates a moderate to high level of deprivation
(21)
. Five focus groups were 120 
conducted with 23 dental practice staff, which included receptionists (n=3), assistants (n=2), nurses 121 
(n=9), hygienists (n=2), dentists (n=5) and practice managers (n=2). Four parents were successfully 122 
recruited to interview, all of whom were mothers. The public health commissioner responsible for 123 
the initiative was interviewed. 124 
 125 
Themes  126 
Four main themes emerged from the focus groups and interviews: ‘acceptance of the principle of 127 
the CRFA’; ‘barriers to the delivery of dietary advice’; ‘confusion over the causes of 128 
obesity/barriers parents face’; and ‘stigmatisation of children’.  129 
 130 
Acceptance of the principle of the Common Risk Factor Approach  131 
There was a general acceptance by dental practice staff of the concept of delivering obesity 132 
interventions in the dentistry setting, with an acknowledged link between dietary advice relating 133 
oral health and health weights, especially dietary sugar. However, staff also felt contradictions in 134 
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guidance posed a challenge. Two practices were already adopting the CRFA in relation to obesity. 135 
These nurses viewed oral health as interconnected with other health issues. 136 
R1: …Oral health does affect your overall body…Your mouth is the gateway to your body.’ 137 
R2: Healthy life, healthy mouth. (Oral health promotion nurses, Practice 9) 138 
Some staff believed that people might lack the ‘confidence’ to approach a health practitioner about 139 
their weight issues, so having a practitioner raise the issue may be an appropriate solution. Some 140 
practices already adopt the CRFA as related to obesity, for example by promoting healthy diets in 141 
weight loss groups. 142 
Parents too accepted the concept of delivering obesity interventions in dentistry setting, that it may 143 
help to ‘reinforce’ health messages.  144 
…the dentist is quite a good place to talk about [obesity]…it’s a very neutral place for them 145 
to talk about it. It’s not putting pressure on or picking on any of the kids…And possibly for 146 
changing their parents’ views as well if they’re not aware of those things. (Mother 2) 147 
The commissioner believed the CRFA was ‘progressive’ and ‘long overdue’. He thought the CRFA 148 
would help to widen access to health care in particular for those in deprived areas:  149 
 [Members of the public] don’t want to be passed round to different people; they want to be 150 
able to get the correct advice easily, especially for the more vulnerable people in society. 151 
(Commissioner) 152 
 153 
Barriers to delivery of dietary advice 154 
Although supportive in theory, some dental practice staff felt that in practice the delivery of 155 
multiple public health messages may pose a burden greater than its worth. Barriers to delivery they 156 
felt they may face include an unwillingness of their patients to listen to health advice; lack of time 157 
and funding; lack of sufficient training in public health issues; and the priority of providing 158 
treatment over preventative measures.  159 
Dental practice staff were wary of the CRFA, as promoting additional health issues may conflict 160 
with priorities of promoting oral health, in terms of the narrow window of opportunity they feel 161 
                                                                                                                         7 of 16 
 
they have to promote oral health, and also contradictions in dietary advice between oral health and 162 
obesity. 163 
There’s a danger that [obesity] could take over from the oral health message, because 164 
everybody’s obviously so worried about the obesity epidemic. But there’s still a caries 165 
epidemic…we’ve got to put equal importance on their oral health. (Oral health promotion 166 
nurse, Practice #18) 167 
There are conflicting messages and you will have patients that have been told certain things 168 
by their GPs or doctors that conflict with the advice that we give…nutritionists will advise 169 
frequent small meals…they’ve been told to do this by their doctor, so it’s very difficult…. 170 
(Dentist, Practice #5) 171 
There was greater acceptance of addressing health issues relating to alcohol and tobacco (e.g. oral 172 
cancers), but obesity was considered ‘tricky’ due to the ‘emotional’ and ‘personal’ nature of it. The 173 
perception was that patients might get ‘insulted’ and ‘upset’, or feel ‘ashamed’ and ‘embarrassed’ 174 
by discussing obesity more so than alcohol or tobacco use due to issues of body image and moral 175 
judgement. Transcending that line may compromise dental practice staff’s relationship with patients 176 
if they are seen to ‘break trust’ with patients. This led to uncertainty as to the level of involvement 177 
they should take in addressing obesity, for example merely signposting patients to services, 178 
compared to the delivery of interventions. 179 
The commissioner on the other hand believed public support of the concept of CRFA was building, 180 
as a collective response for the greater good: 181 
 The public as a whole are understanding that, yes, [obesity] is a key issue within our 182 
society, our society as a whole has to come to a way of tackling it and therefore I’m not 183 
going to be offended when every health professional I see talks to me about it. 184 
(Commissioner) 185 
Ultimately, staff felt that in order to implement the CRFA, the policy of delivering non-oral health 186 
messages in the dentistry setting would have to be accepted and expected by staff and patients.  187 
As long as it’s incorporated, that that’s the future of accessibility for all these different 188 
[health issues] for patients, then it’s fine. Whereas if we’re just sort of like one unit that 189 
says…we’re gonna talk to you about your weight…then I think it’s quite difficult for us to sort 190 
of stand alone to do it. (Oral health promotion nurse, Practice #12).  191 
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Without a joined up approach, practitioners feared the CRFA could lead to conflict if the patient is 192 
‘confused’ and ‘shocked’ as to why obesity is being discussed by a health provider not 193 
conventionally associated with obesity. The commissioner agreed, and suggested that people could 194 
be ‘reassured’ if all services were seen to be ‘under the National Health Service banner’. 195 
Parents too felt the policy could work as long as people expected dental practice to staff discuss 196 
health issues other than oral health, that is was a ‘normal’ part of the dental experience. The issues 197 
of confusing health messages and the extent to which dentistry should become involved in obesity 198 
interventions was also raised by parents.  199 
 200 
Confusion over the causes of obesity/barriers parents face 201 
There was no consensus amongst dental practice staff as to what causes obesity and what families 202 
need from public health and healthcare providers. Often there were contradictory, mixed and some 203 
stigmatising views. On the one hand, staff believed obesity was a result of poor education and 204 
material deprivation, and that parents need support to overcome obesity. On the other hand, some 205 
staff believed obesity was due to poor lifestyle management, a lack of discipline and ‘bad 206 
parenting’.  207 
It’s probably the person’s fault, because, even though if they aren’t educated enough to 208 
what’s healthy for you, you’d notice like chocolate like would make you fat sort of thing. Like 209 
you’d kind of look in the mirror and be like, I’m getting a bit tubby now. (Oral health 210 
promotion nurse, Practice #2) 211 
Similarly, there were also contradictions between parents, an also, as demonstrated by the parent’s 212 
statement below, confusion within individual. 213 
I think it’s a lot down to laziness really…[pause]…but people just seem too busy and got 214 
things to do, don’t they? (Mother 4) 215 
It seemed difficult for some to resolve their two beliefs that obesity is caused by a lack of personal 216 
willpower but also by external barriers, such as the wider social determinants of health.  217 
The commissioner took a clear socio-ecological perspective of obesity, seeing a need for strong 218 
leadership from local authorities to support healthy lifestyles through effective environmental 219 
changes, and for public health and healthcare to provide practical advice. 220 
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 221 
 Stigmatisation of children 222 
All parents expressed very strong concern over the potential of the CRFA to stigmatise children. It 223 
was believed that talking about diet and healthy weights generally in a group setting was acceptable, 224 
but in terms of discussing an individual’s own issues with obesity, including the weighing of 225 
children, this should be done discretely. Parents’ experiences of the National Child Measurement 226 
Programme, which measures height and weight in approximately 95% of English preschool 227 
children each year, was used to relate their ideas about the CRFA. Parents felt that even at the pre-228 
school age, children could experience bullying, stigma or low self-esteem if ‘singled out’ at school 229 
or at the dentist’s.  230 
Don’t promote it to the bairn in front of the other kids because kids are cruel to each other, 231 
you know? They get picked on and things like that. (Mother 3)  232 
Parents expressed a fear of the repeated messages that are part of the CRFA:  233 
She knows a lot from my diet [with a weight loss group], but I don’t want her knowing too 234 
much, because they’re getting it from school and then…the dentist…she might grow up not 235 
wanting to eat anything. (Mother 1) 236 
It seemed a commonly held belief that if there is an over-emphasis on obesity, children might 237 
develop a ‘complex’ or ‘obsess’ about their weight and body size. The issue of the potential of 238 
stigmatising children was not raised by dental practice staff or the commissioner. 239 
 240 
Discussion  241 
This study set out to understand the acceptability of addressing obesity in the dentistry setting to 242 
people involved in an oral health promotion initiative. It found that dental practice staff and parents 243 
both accepted the principle of addressing multiple health issues in a specific setting, such as 244 
dentistry, but raised serious concerns relating to the implementation of the policy, such as 245 
suitability, feasibility and stigmatisation. 246 
These findings contribute to the understanding of the acceptability of obesity interventions in the 247 
dentistry setting, and more broadly it provides evidence to inform the use of the CRFA, the 248 
‘Making Every Contact Count’ policy in the UK, and other relevant international public health 249 
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policies. A further strength of the study is that participants’ perspectives are grounded in the 250 
experience of having recently been involved in an oral health promotion initiative. With this in-251 
depth study, which is the first to use qualitative methodology on the subject, it is not possible to 252 
generalise the findings to the wider population. Rather, what is presented is a case study of twenty-253 
eight participants that provides themes to be explored in future research of acceptability of the 254 
CRFA type policies. This study is limited in its perspectives of parents, in particular those of 255 
fathers. The design of the PCT’s initiative that was studied here did not include early research 256 
consultation or involvement of parents, which may have influenced the low participation of parents 257 
in the study. 258 
There was an acceptance of promoting general health in dentistry, which has been observed 259 
elsewhere
(22-24)
. However, dental practice staff identified many issues relating to obesity, including 260 
practical reasons such as balancing their time and priorities, and also fears that patients would react 261 
badly. Similar results were found in a survey of US dentists, who feared offending parents and felt 262 
they needed more training
(15)
. Practice staff and parents believed that patients may be receptive if 263 
they came to the dentist knowing obesity was a health issue covered in dentistry. Normalisation of 264 
health services can be defined as the process by which the service is embedded in to practice by the 265 
individuals involved
(25)
. The barriers identified by participants in this study align with a range of 266 
factors known to hinder normalisation of health services, including sufficient expertise and a shared 267 
understanding of the service. 268 
Staff perception that parents would react badly was born out by parents’ concern over 269 
stigmatisation, and the stigmatising views of some staff would seem to validate these fears. Staff 270 
and parents’ overemphasis on individual blame indicated a fragmented understanding of the well 271 
established multifactorial causes of obesity, including genetic, behavioural, environmental and 272 
economic factors
(26)
. Similar observations have been made amongst other primary care health 273 
professionals, such as general practitioners, nurses and dieticians
(27). Parents’ fears that multiple 274 
messages about obesity might lead to ‘body obsession’ amongst the children was a theme that came 275 
across strongly even in this small sample. The observation is supported by previous findings in pre-276 
school girls that overweight correlates with low body esteem and low perceived cognitive ability
(28)
. 277 
Not only do obese children experience high levels of stigma and bullying, but their experience of 278 
stigma may lead to behaviours that perpetuate obesity, such as comfort eating
(29)
. It is clear public 279 
health and healthcare providers must facilitate a non-judgemental environment in which patients 280 
may seek support for obesity.  281 
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Dental practice staff believed obesity specific training and qualification would build confidence in 282 
themselves and their patients. Paediatric dental residents trained in managing obese patients report 283 
feeling significantly more prepared than those who did not
(30)
. This study observed that dental 284 
practices that already implemented the CRFA and were comfortable discussing obesity had long 285 
been engaged with their local communities. Some guidance for dental clinicians is provided in 286 
addressing obesity, including an evidence based curriculum on managing obese patients
(13, 31)
. 287 
However, these do not include specific training on how to address obesity with sensitivity to issues 288 
such as stigma. Another issue related to training raised by dental practice staff and parents was to do 289 
with potential mixed messages in dietary advice provided through the CRFA. Low confidence 290 
levels reported by UK dental students in dietary management of patients indicates a real need to 291 
focus on improving dietary training generally in order to then successfully incorporate obesity 292 
related advice
(32)
. 293 
To deliver effective health promotion initiatives, dental practices must build communicative and 294 
trusting relationships with patients, which can be facilitated by public health and health care 295 
organisations through community engagement
(18)
. Implementation of the CRFA will require 296 
additional training for staff, especially in areas of sensitive issues, as well as education about the 297 
aetiology of obesity. Furthermore, the interventions must be supported by evidence to be effective. 298 
Dietary recommendations for oral health and healthy weights has been made by the American 299 
Academy of Pediatric Dentistry
(33)
. In their independent review, Steele et al.
34
 advise a strong role 300 
of public health within UK dental services, including adoption of the CRFA. Perhaps the next step 301 
for public health in the UK is the provision of specific dietary guidance for both oral health and 302 
healthy weights, as provided in the US, as well as a full consideration of how to effectively reduce 303 
obesity related stigma. 304 
This study observed a muddled understanding of obesity as a health and social issue by parents and 305 
practice staff, leading to uncertainty over how public health and healthcare should address it. This 306 
raises important fundamental questions about the roles and responsibilities for health by individuals, 307 
public health, healthcare and society at large. Where dentistry falls on the spectrum of involvement 308 
in obesity depends on a collective understanding of what is appropriate by those involved in the 309 
delivery and use of related services. A pilot study of the provision of motivational interviewing to 310 
promote healthy weights in children in the dentistry setting report high levels of parental 311 
acceptance, suggesting potential for interventions that focus on individual needs and consider issues 312 
of stigma
(35)
. Public health and healthcare organisations wishing to have research conducted on 313 
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related initiatives will need to ensure early planning and collaboration to reduce barriers, better 314 
engage parents and recruit sufficient research participants. 315 
Conclusions 316 
Dental practice staff and parents raised major concerns about the implementation of the CRFA 317 
policy. Although policy is moving toward the delivery of public health messages in non-318 
conventional settings, such as dietary advice to promote healthy weights in dentistry settings, 319 
specific dietary guidance for both oral health and healthy weights, as well as further research into 320 
issues of suitability, feasibility and stigmatisation, are needed. The CRFA poses an opportunity to 321 
dentistry for community engagement and education about the multifactorial nature of obesity. 322 
However, caution is advised in quick implementation of the CRFA without considering, or indeed 323 
establishing, the evidence base. 324 
325 
                                                                                                                         13 of 16 
 
References 326 
1. Sheiham A & Watt RG (2000) The Common Risk Factor Approach: a rational basis for 327 
promoting oral health. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 28, 399-406. 328 
2. Petersen PE (2004) Challenges to improvement of oral health in the 21st century--the 329 
approach of the WHO Global Oral Health Programme. Int Dent J 54, 329-343. 330 
3. Petti S & Scully C (2005) The role of the dental team in preventing and diagnosing cancer: 331 
5. Alcohol and the role of the dentist in alcohol cessation. Dental Update 32, 454-462. 332 
4. Scully C, Warnakulasuriya S (2005) The role of the dental team in preventing and 333 
diagnosing cancer: 4. Risk factor reduction: tobacco cessation. Dental Update 32, 394-396. 334 
5. Yuen HK, Wolf BJ, Bandyopadhyay D, et al. (2009) Oral health knowledge and behavior 335 
among adults with diabetes. Diabetes Res Clin Pract 86, 239-246. 336 
6. Kelishadi R, Mortazavi S, Hossein TR, et al. (2010) Association of cardiometabolic risk 337 
factors and dental caries in a population-based sample of youths. Diabetol Metab Syndr 2, 5. 338 
7. Touger-Decker R (2010) Diet, cardiovascular disease and oral health Promoting health and 339 
reducing risk. J Am Dent Assoc 141, 167-170. 340 
8. Tseng R, Vann WF, Jr. & Perrin EM (2010) Addressing Childhood Overweight and Obesity 341 
in the Dental Office: Rationale and Practical Guidelines. Pediatr Dent 32, 417-423. 342 
9. Spiegel KA & Palmer CA (2012) Childhood dental caries and childhood obesity: Different 343 
problems with overlapping causes. American Journal of Dentistry 25, 59-64. 344 
10. Moynihan P & Petersen PE (2004) Diet, nutrition and the prevention of dental diseases. 345 
Public Health Nutr 7, 201-226. 346 
11. Hayden C, Bowler JO, Chambers S, et al. (2013) Obesity and dental caries in children: a 347 
systematic review and meta-analysis. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 41, 289-308. 348 
12. World Health Organization (2006) Food and nutrition policy for schools: A tool for the 349 
development of school nutrition programmes in the European Region. Copenhagen: World Health 350 
Organization. 351 
13. Vann WF, Bouwens TJ, Braithwaite AS, et al. (2005) The childhood obesity epidemic: A 352 
role for pediatric dentists? Pediatr Dent 27, 271-276. 353 
14. Glick M (2005) A concern that cannot weight. J Am Dent Assoc 136, 572-574. 354 
15. Lee JY, Caplan DJ, Gizlice Z, et al. (2012) US Pediatric Dentists' Counseling Practices in 355 
Addressing Childhood Obesity. Pediatr Dent 34, 245-250. 356 
16. NHS Future Forum (2012) The NHS's role in the public's health. London: Department of 357 
Health. 358 
                                                                                                                         14 of 16 
 
17. National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (2007) Behaviour change: the 359 
principles for effective interventions. London: Department of Health. 360 
18. Henderson EJ & Rubin GP (2014) A model of roles and responsibilities in oral health 361 
promotion based on perspectives of a community-based initiative for pre-school children in the UK. 362 
Br Dent J 26, E11. 363 
19. Morse JM (1995) The Significance of saturation. Qual Health Res 5, 147-149. 364 
20. Ritchie J & Spencer L (1994) Qualitative data analysis for applied policy research. In: 365 
Bryman A, Burgess R, editors. Analysing Qualitative Data. London: Routledge. 366 
21. McLennan D, Barnes H, Noble M, Davies J, Garratt E, Dibben C (2011) The English 367 
Indices of Deprivation 2010. London: Department for Communities and Local Government. 368 
22. Antonarakis GS (2011) Integrating dental health into a family-oriented health promotion 369 
approach in Guatemala. Health Promot Pract 12, 79-85. 370 
23. Molete MP, Daly B, Hlungwani TM (2013) Oral health promotion in Gauteng: a qualitative 371 
study. Global health promotion 20, 50-58. 372 
24. Stokes E, Pine CM & Harris RV (2009) The promotion of oral health within the Healthy 373 
School context in England: a qualitative research study. BMC Oral Health 9, 3. 374 
25. May C, Mair F, Finch T, et al.  (2009) Development of a theory of implementation and 375 
integration: Normalization Process Theory. Implement Sci 4, 29. 376 
26. Foresight (2007) Tackling Obesities: Future Choices – Modelling Future Trends in Obesity 377 
& Their Impact on Health.  [cited 15 Jan 2014]; Available from: 378 
<http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/22_11_07_modelling_fat.pdf>. 379 
27. Greener J, Douglas F & van Teijlingen E (2010) More of the same? Conflicting perspectives 380 
of obesity causation and intervention amongst overweight people, health professionals and policy 381 
makers. Soc Sci Med 70, 1042-1049. 382 
28. Davison KK & Birch LL (2001) Weight status, parent reaction, and self-concept in five-383 
year- old girls. Pediatrics 107, 46-53. 384 
29. Puhl RM & Latner JD (2007) Stigma, obesity, and the health of the nation's children. 385 
Psychol Bull 133, 557-580. 386 
30. Hisaw T, Kerins C, McWhorter AG, et al. (2009) Pediatric obesity curriculum in pediatric 387 
dental residency programs. Pediatr Dent 31, 486-491. 388 
31. Huang J, Pokala P, Hill L, et al. (2009) The Health and Obesity: Prevention and Education 389 
(HOPE) Curriculum Project-Curriculum Development. Pediatrics 124, 1438-1446. 390 
                                                                                                                         15 of 16 
 
32. Shah K, Hunter ML, Fairchild RM, et al. (2011) A comparison of the nutritional knowledge 391 
of dental, dietetic and nutrition students. Br Dent J 210, 33-38. 392 
33. American Academy of Pediatric Dentistry Clinical Affairs Committee (2012) Policy on 393 
Dietary Recommendations for Infants, Children, and Adolescents. Chicago: American Academy of 394 
Pediatric Dentistry. 395 
34. Steele J, Rooney E, Clarke J, et al. (2009) NHS Dental Services in England: An independent 396 
review. London: Department of Health. 397 
35. Tavares M & Chomitz V (2009) A healthy weight intervention for children in a dental 398 
setting A pilot study. J Am Dent Assoc 140, 313-316. 399 
400 
                                                                                                                         16 of 16 
 
Table 1. Interview schedule for patients, practitioners and commissioners 401 
What was your experience of the initiative? 
 
Do you think information about healthy eating provided in dentistry would be enough to help 
people make changes to their diet? 
Do you feel it would be appropriate for dentists to speak with patients about overweight and 
obesity?  
Is the dentist someone patients might approach about concerns about overweight and obesity?  
 
What is your experience in receiving advice on healthy eating practices by any other means, for 
example your GP or the media? (Patient only) 
What other experiences or knowledge do you have on healthy eating practices or obesity in 
dentistry? (Practitioner/commissioner only) 
 402 
